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REMARKS 

In light of the foregoing remarks and amendments reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the rejections set forth in the Final Office Action dated January 14, 2005, are respectfully 
requested. Claims 1-3 were pending in this application at the time the present Office 
Action was mailed. Claim 1 has been amended and new claims 4-7 have been added. 
Accordingly, claims 1-7 are now pending. 

In the Final Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-3 and objected to 
specification as being infonnal. More particularly, the status of the application in light of 
this Office action is as follows: 

Specification is objected to as being informal because of the inconsistency of the 
language in pages 5-6 with Figures 2 and 3B. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by Thomas 
(US Patent No. 5,095,223). 

Response to the Objection to the Specification 

Specification is objected to as being informal because of the inconsistency of the 
language in pages 5-6 with Figures 2 and 3B. The specification is hereby revised to be 
consistent with Figures 2 and 3B. 

Response to Section 112. Second Paraqrapli. Reiection of Claim 1 

Independent claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In the Office Action (page 3, line 1) the Examiner 
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points to tlie parts of claim 1 that, according to the first full paragraph of page 4 of the 
specification, cannot operate. Claim 1 has been amended to overcome the 35 U.S.C. 
§112, second paragraph rejection and therefore is consistent with the operating conditions 
set forth in the first full paragraph of page 4 of the specification. 

In the above rejection of the application, the Examiner also argues against a remark 
made by the applicant in the previous Non-final Office Action, in relation to Figure 3B (page 
3, lines 5-7, of the Final Office Action). Please note that the applicant never made a 
remark in relation to Figure 3B. However, in relation with the rest of the Examiner's 
argument (page 3 lines 8-10 of the Final Office Action), the amended claim 1 is perfectly 
consistent with the recitation of lines 9-10 of page 5 of the specification. 

The undersigned respectfully submits that claim 1 , as amended, overcomes Section 
1 12, second paragraph, rejection and therefore requests its withdrawal. 
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Response to Section 102 Rejection of Claim 1 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Thomas. The 
Final Office Action attempts to show the similarities of claim 1 of the application and Figure 
5 of Thomas. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites an output charging capacitor connected to the 
substrate, a connection of the output charging capacitor and the input charging capacitore 
through the substrate by NMOS transistors, and a configuration capable of multiplying an 
input voltage by 1, 1.5, and 2. Thomas, on the other hand, neither teaches nor suggests 
such connections. Even the word "substrate" is not used in Thomas's patent. Because of 
this difference Thomas's circuit takes almost 33% longer to produce the same 
multiplications as does the present invention. It is important to note that Thomas's circuit 
multiplies the input voltage in three phases whereas the present invention produces any 
multiplication result in two phases. 

For a claim to be rejected based on anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b), MPEP 
2131 requires that: "to anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every element of the 
claim ." Thomas does not teach, suggest, or even imply the connections recited in the 
amended claim 1. 

For the reason discussed above and for the additional features of the amended 
claim 1 , a prima facie case of anticipation under Section 102 has not been established with 
respect to this claim and accordingly the undersigned requests the withdrawal of the 
Section 102 rejection of claim 1 . 

Response to Section 102 and 112 Rejections of Claims 2 and 3 

Claims 2 and 3 depend from claim 1 and accordingly include the features of claim 1. 
For reasons discussed above a prima facie case of anticipation under Section 102 and 112 
has not been established with respect to the base claim 1 and accordingly the undersigned 
requests the withdrawal of the rejections of claims 2 and 3. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, the claims pending in the application comply with the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 and are in condition for allowance; therefore, a Notice of 
Allowance is respectfully requested. If the Examiner has any questions or believes a 
telephone conference would expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is 
encouraged to call the undersigned at (206) 359-6488. 



Dated: Respectfully submitted, 




Chun M. Ng 

Registration No.: 36,878 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
P.O. Box 1247 

Seattle, Washington 981 1 1 -1 247 
(206) 359-8000 
(206) 359-7198 (Fax) 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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